BQC^mm RESUME 



ED" 234 496 



BA 016 077 \, 



Scfiool Distriqt Percept'ibhs b£ Federal. Competitive 
Education Programs • Final Report. Initial Relea^se* 
. September 1981^ Fast Res|^6hse Survey System. 
Westat Research, Inc. ,^^Rb9kvi lie Hd. _ 
National Cehl^er for Educitibn, Statistics %(ED), 

WasHihgtoh , DGi _ ' i ' • 

' FRSS-R-13: NeES-83-208 ^ ^ > 

83 

28p. - • 

Reports - Research/Technical (143) / ^ 

Bf6i/PC02^ Plur. Postage. < . ^ . 

Curriculum Piv^lopment ; ElementaryS^cpnd 
Educa^tion; ^Federal Aid^ ^Federal Programs; « 

- . • ^ *Grantsmanshipi N?itipnal Survey 

' jpevelopmfnt; *Program; Proposals 

Rural Urban Differences; Staf f'*_Deveiopment; .Suburban 
Schools; Tables V Data) 

ABSTRACT 

Thisreport evaluates datacblle 
survey ol school district perceptions of the bene£*its and problems 
associated >^xth' 27 federal com^ programs ^ 'Thb survey had 

three' general dbjectxves^.^l) determine tfie number of, districts^ 
.pa^xcipatxng in these programs frpm l-978-]80, U) identify why., 
'districts do or do not apply for program gj:ahts> and (3) determine ^ 
the costs and benefits of administering the progr|ims« The 

report highlights the findings^ which include a delineated etmluation 
of statistical data. The ma'jbr factors found to tie discouraging ; 
applicants are: ^bhf using br ^cumbersome applica procedures, lack 
bf staff 'tb prepare applications, and perceived low chances pfo^- 
receiving fcrx^^ht awards.. Among the five listed potential benefits pfl 
these prbgrams> res|>ondents cited supplementation of local funds^^^^ 
bppbrtuiiities to develop new programs most^ frequently^A majority of 
the districts perceived excessive paperwork as the pr^ary^proMei^ in 
administratibn of thitse^grant programs • One hs(lf of ^^e distrx|ts 
perceived either curriculum development or staff development a^^he 
niost helpful featut^e of fedeTal competitive education grants. 
Included with the report are^ jtppendixes and a copy of the survey 
questionnaire. (MD) , • ' : 
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HlGHLlGliTS 



According io school districts reporting, the 
Vmajor /actors discouraging application Tor 
Federal competitive educajiiin grants were; 
confusing-, aor cumbersome application 
prpAe^ures (cited by 62 p\rcent_^bf the 
districts), lack of staff to prepare appli- 
catipris (56" percent), and j)erceived . 1^^ 
chances of receiving awards (56 percent). 
Each of fpiir other factors were perceiy^^ 
as major disincentives by fewer than one- 
third of the districts. 

• ^ ■ . r . . 

Of five listed potential benefits of F^derar 
competitive education programs, suppte^ 
mentation 6f local funds and opportunity to 
develop heW programs were r^eritidned 
Tadst frequently as major benefits (by 45 
and 41 percent of the districts, respec- 
tively). 



; Fifty-three percent pf the districts per- 
ceived excessive paperwork tp^'be the pri- 
mary problem assopi^ted witli conducting 
programs under these grants. Other prob- 
lems included disruptions of staff and 
\ services when the grant ends (38 percent),' 
V irisufficjent P^'Ogram' p^^^^ 

(34 percent), arak c^sh flpw problems 
caused by delays iljs^ceipt of funds (30 

- pei;cent). 

One-half of the dis^ict^ perceived either 
. curriculum develppment W 

ment as the most helpful\ featare'Df Fed- 
^ral^competitive -education, grants for th#ir 
programs. 



/ 



ERIC 



U.S. Departtfidnt of Educatidh 
» J. H. Bell ' j ' 
\ Secrerary 

^bffiee pf EdQ^aticMial RasaarcH aitd jmpro?amant 



Donafd^drSenese — r~ 

• Assistant Sev/t^ry 

National Canter for Education S^tistio 

; Marie b. Ejdridge j 
Administrator - 




• National Center for Education Statlttici 

"the purpose of the Center shall be to collect and 
disseminate statistic^ and; other data related to 
« education In the Uoited States and In other nations. 
The Center shall ... collect, CQllate* and^rpm time 

* to time, report full and Cf3mpleie statistics bh the 
cbhditidhs of education in the United States; cbnduci 
and publish repbrj^ bh'^pecialized anaJyMS of the 
meahihg and »GniflcahC8 of such stitiistics; . . . and 

trevievy afhd refx>rt on education activities m foreign 
' bbyhtries."-^Sectibn 406(b) of thf General EdUoatioh 
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_ . Federid coropctitiy^^ educatiph prpgra ^ . 

projects in a variety of areas» sach as |>ilingual education, youth- employmenT. and ^uesatiOT 

gifted aifid taiehted* School districts havd used c(knpetitive prdgrams,. v 

to fund in-service education, and to develop curricula^ among othc^ v- > h / 

TWs report ptvesents fi^ cohducted_by the N ; : ■ 

Statistics (NCES) oh schoc^ district p(erceptions of 27 Federal competitive educisktion programs, many ■ * 
^ 6f v^nioh have . since ^been consolidated ihtb* block ^pts to the States, , > v ' : >^ 

•. *__ ^ ■■_ . . _ 1 ■ V . ■■ . , . \. - -^-s -■ -y -i'.'-- '-.^ :"• 

\ The survey i^as TOndUcted^ thrbUgh NCE^s • Fa^l ResE>ohse Survey Syste m f (I^Rsi), established- to ^ . ; 

collect issue-oriented data on emerging educational deveiopmentsw l^he, preliminary 'results were first 
shared/v<ith_ the. public iR^ form'of an early release. Thik report, delayed bec^ discreE>aiicie& 
between perceptions at the local area and departmental records, is being, made ^^vaiUble M ^is. tim^ 

^for historical purposes and fqr policy deliberations dpncerning the merits of alternatiyi^^ funding 

. mechanisms for edircation. ^ . • ' ' . * V ^ ' , • ; : , 

/ ■ - ■: . ■ * • ^ "'v . 
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INTRODUCTION 



tS78' tlje Scho9l-"Fiuunce Proje 
estdblished tp cprHjuct^^l^dlcs o^^ 
of public and private. elelnentar;^/and secondary 
education Jh the UrtUed Statesr Ihcludlng the 
Federal rple in education, o 

Whip 51ost^J^_the_ resojir^^ t^» 9tudy 
of FGderii programs were devoted to the large 
' f ppm ula pr<^ams for _d isad vant aged and Jiand i- 
^ capped children, the School Finance Project abo 
re vie wed t he appr ppr ia t e riess and e f f ec ts. of t 
smaller programs that provided funds to vchdbl 
districts, universities^ .nph^rofit pr^anizltipns» 
and other educational units on the basis of com- 
petitive proposals Ise^s appendix II). Xl^eSe 
latter l>rJ:Sr^'P/ were designed to affect educa- 
tionoi practice; teaching jSethbdst^^eSear'ch, 
j n^ser vice edUea t iis^^n cU rf l c ulu m , and /I he life? 
f Se major r§cipie>its of s these grants ^wece 
school faistrlct^ ' ? 

^ Despi^te their reStlvely small size^ thestf 
'I competUive ^rant pr%rams have generated 
cohsiderable cbntrpversy. While ■ jhey have 
provided school districts with valuable sappjte- 
mental funding tb ~ support innovation and to 
pro vidf special services, they have been blanled 
for imposing outside priortties bh local districts, 
creating admmistrative for applicants 

and recipients, and diverting district resources 
tp_ thi&_pr b cess of com pe t iri^ f or^ E^ah t s a nd away 
frorf) more important educational concerns*'- 




had tfiree general bSjectivesr 



The School Finance Project commissioned 
this sur v^y \td ascertain school district per- 
ceptions ofvthe benefits and problems associated 
with cbmE^titive grant programs* _ plstrict vre-^ 
spohdentfjyere asked their perceptions of 27 of' 
these prog^ams. 



> ^ ToL determjrie the extent ^ w which 
school districts pcO'ticipQted II these 
cbmpetitjve programs during the pe- 
^ ' ribd 1978-80'; . 

^ . * \ 

• Tb_^^®"tify reaaohs^ why schobl dis- 
tricts do or db not .ai^ty fbr program 
grants; ^ahd • , ' ; " 

■ ' • To determirie the pjrc^^ 

bclnefits of accept ih|^ and Administer- 
ing the awards. 

In 1981, Congress combined mar^f of : tJSe 
competitive grant programs into block^grants to 
be awardedJb the States under Chapt<;r 2 pf the 
'Education Cohsoli<jatiqh jand Imprpvemeht Act 
(£CiA)* Such consoiidation was designed to gjve 
States more_ direct _i^esjx)hsjbj^^^^^ 
assistance to local school districts, ' th(B..prb- 
S*|ms transferred t^^^ Ihclude^itidst of 

the 27 exiamined in this survey. 

The estimates in this report are based oh 
sample data* that ha >^ bAen_weig^^^^^ S^pdiice 
national estimates, the methodology for this 
survey, sampling error ^ and honsamfSling error 
are discussed in appendix. L Becapse of the 
variety and co'mplexity of cbm^_ti|ive_ and 

-n^cPfnpetitive prP^raois eT^sting at the time of 
tffe /Purvey, sbme_respb/idents had difficulty in 
focusing Oh the 27 specified competitive pro- 
grams. This i^ue isiiiscuss^d in the section on 
bPDMmpling error^^^^ questionnaire is 

'Presented in appendix fll. ' 
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SURVEY FINblNQS 



^hMl dlstrWi were 
their ^v^raiL succesa .in receiving granjts.durlng 
1 9 78-79 and , 1 9t ?-_8p _u r^ci^ _t he_ 2 7 ' Federal 
competitive edacatlon programs specified Jn the 
questionnaire. One^^^^ (33 
percent) Indicated that they had not applied for 
any 6f these grants dUrir« thlsjp^Mpdj lb^ 
another third (37 percent) characterized their 
success rate as/*i6w'^or indicated that they, J^^^ 
received no such grants; and the remaining third 
(3d percent) reporled "medium" or "high" suc- 
cess rates (table 1). 



^ In table 1 arid sybscquent tables,_ national 
estimates are presented for all School districts 
arid for districts claMifl^d^acc^^^ enroll- 
ment size, region, and metro state© (tfrban^ 
suburbari, rural). Since the _g^reat ma jo^^ 
the Nation's school districts are small (less than 
2^5(30 students) arid riiral, finding for such 
districts ialdq^m differ si|^lflcantly from one 
ifiother or lrom tKe natibrial total. HoweVeri 
lA^ge (10,000 ^ ^pre students) and urban school ' . 
districts are. much less numerous (fewer than 5 
percent <5f M _^hc<)l districts In the N at ion)^ 
and their experiences are : often somewhat difr 
fercpt from those of other districts.. 

As one might expect^ large districts were 
more likely to have applied for grants than were 
small districts. * Relatively few_ large districts 
(15 t*fceht) reported that they had ijot kppUed 
for any of the listed grarits, whereas 37 percent 
of tr>e small districts reported no applications; 
11 percent of the large districts- indicated tiiat 
they Jiad received 4lo grents, versus 20 percent 
of smaa districts.' Conversely, over half (54 
percent) of the large districts reported medium 
to high success rates ih obtaining these cbrii- 
petitive grants, compared with 27 . percent of 
- small districts. 

One somewhat surprising aspect of these 
findings is the appffrerit high rate of district 
applicatiori for the. 27 listed Federal com pet ir 
tive grants. Siriee brily one-third of all school 
districts irsdicjted that they had not applied for 
any of these gran b, it appears that the remairi- 
irt^ twc^thirds had Jpplied^ least ;one gri^ni . 
under these programs- Partly as a check on this 
firidir^ and partly as a basis Jof_de»jribi^ 
extent of interest in individual competitive 
prbgrariis, a search was made of Department of 
Education Grants Management Files to deter- 
mine, by program, the. actual numbers of grant 



■::(_,:__: • 

applicants and rcHClpients amor^ districts in the 
FRSS «mple 

sample findings ^hen were weighted to produce 
riatlbrial estlriiatesv. The estimates fpLli majp^ - 
Federal Competitive education pfogronta ore 
summarized in table 2«_1/ As this table showSi 
Bilitl^al EdMcatJon^ ESAA Basic Grants, i^nd 
Gifted and, talented were the most heavily 
competed ji^pgrams durirs the two-year peri^ 
1978-80; applications i^br each of the bther 
prc^rims were received from^fewei^^thyi 400 
districts. ' ' * 

Across ail 27 programajiated iri:the ^u«a- 
tipnriaire, the chTOk of Federal^grarit files 
revealed that an estimated maximum of *28 » 
percent of thb Natiori*s apiH*bxirnately _l 
school districts applied for one or another of 
these particular grants during 1978-80, This 
applicatiori rate estjmate contrasts sharply with 
the repdfted 66 percent a^icatibri rate ob- 
tained Trom the_ survey questlorinaire and sag- 
gests that questionnaire _ findings carinbt ' be 
iriterprete^d_»lely_ wUh^ rcfererice''tasthe speci- 
fied programs and time peHods. - , 

It is quite poMlble that many distribts' • 
respbrises actually reflect«l their recerit expe- 
rience with arid perceptions of Federal edaca- 
Ubn programs^ in general^ and pe_rhaptf_ other 
Federal and State programs as well, not just 
with: the 27> Federal' cbriipetltjye e^^^^ 
^^ams Of with the two years specified in the 
survey questionnaire; Cbricelvat)lyi Mmple dis-, » 
tricts thirt responded riar?owly-arid^>^ificaliy 
with reference Jo the designated programs 
might have produced a different r^tsnse pat- 
tern than those: that responded broadly j)f» the , 
basis bt their byerSU exf«r]eric^^ 
education pr^dtns.^. Hpwever, the^ data do nbt 
, support thSr suggest_i6ri._ Districts wJkj^ re^t- 
^ grant application and sucdess. rate matched 
Iriformatibri frorii Federal ^ants fjles were^yefy x 
^imjlar, both demographically and in terms of 
respbhses tb bther questibririalre itemSj to those 
wj^^se fep<xted es^rience did not match Fed- 
eral records (for further details, see appendix I). 
Since the resjx>rises of the two groups were so 
similar, we believe that the survey estimates 
are a reasoriab^^ accwate reflection of school 
districts* perceptions of benefits arid problems 
associated with cp^ l?'pgt'M'R?-_ T^*^ 

findings are presented in the following sections. 



1/ See appdsndtx 1 for discussion of all 27 
^ . ~ programs. 



table i . — Perce lv«d_auooesi rati^lg recelvl,iig_federal_09m^ eduomtlbh gi*antS| 
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Table 2.--B8timated applications and awards for i^^ Federal conpeiitiye educa|ibo 
grants during the two-year period 1978-80 i United States » 'spring 1981 



/ 



Competitive programs 



NuBiber .wc>fV 
dijBtricts 
applying 



Nomber 

districts . 
receijrijig • 
at least ^ 
one award 



Perce at x>jk^ 
app^icapt 
districts 
receJVijJg . 
award(s) 



Biiihi^al education (13.403) : 



New* '••••■^.••^••1 
Continuation . 



ESAA basie: grants (13,525): ^- 
,Nei|^w • • • •. • • • • • • 

_ Cbhtihuatibh , ; , 

Gifted and talented (13.562): 
New* 

Continuation. . ........ 1 .... < 

Cc^uhity education (13.563)? 
New_. • V ± ? 
Con t i nua t ion ... . . 



Fbllbw^hrbugh (13.433): ■ 
New .•<^..*.**. ...... V I 

, Continuation . . ........ ... i . 

Metric education (13^561): 
V New.-. . • l y , t:, i . . . . . . . 

Cbht ihUatlbn . . . «. ^ . . . . • . - -. - • 

Arts in education tl3, 566): 
'New • • « » • •..*.!«.•....••••< 
^: Cbntinuatioh.> 4 «......> . > 

E^^Haghet sehoots (13.589) i 

; Net!, ..^>.^ .^^ ....*.•«•.•••;• • 
Continuation ^ ........ . 

Toiacher corps (13.4W)s 
New 99. .•!*:*?!•••••• 

Continaatidn. ...... t ..... . 



Haiifdicapjped research (13.'443): 

New. ;i • 

Continuation. . f. . i ..... . • . .: 



teacher centers (13,416) i 
V New. ; . . . . ...... 

Con t i huat ion 



Early eduditlon for 
handicapped: ( 13 . 444) ; 

N<^w^ .^>vi • . . .... . 

Continaatipri. • . » . • . 



Ethnic hei*itage . (13. 549)r 

New. 

Cbntinuattoii. .................. 

^Ensironmentii education (13.5^2) i 
- New ^ r ....... ^ • 

Cbhtihuatibh. .............. . . • 



615 
4i4 . 



809 

125 



545 
0 



361 
■ 52 



1 

209 



35^ 
1 



263 
0 



20t 
19 



125 
115 



163 
33 



r 

107 



lit 
67 



138 

0 



102 

d 



281 
396 



588 
125 ' 
' I 

. 75 

6 



90 
0 



0 

209 



33 

d 



56 



198 
15 



53 
110 



11 
33 



2 

107 



24 
43 



2 
0 



f 

0 



r 46 
. 96 



73 
100 



Nbte.^-Theie entries are weighted eatimatbs from the FRSS sample 



14 

. b 



25 

b 



0 
100 



9 
0 



21 

3 



99 
79 



42 

6 



7 

100 



29 
100 



22 
64 



1 

b 



0 



0 
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Disineentii^sztor- application for F£ 

" peiitive Education Grants ~ 

; * Districts were asked, the extent tb_ which 
they are djseouraged by tjie followir^ ractors* 
from applying for Federal competitive education 
grants: ^ 

«L Insufficient lead time or irlformatibh, 

• Pohfjjjihg or cumbersome application 



Staff npt available to prepare appli- 
cations, 

. » . -» 9 - * 

low success rate in past appliccrtibhs, 

^ . " * ~_ 

Lack of fit belWe^n programs /and 
district needs or priorities. 

Low odds of recei>^ihg awards, and * 



m Awards funded at.rrfuch lower levels 
than requested; 

Most frequently cited as a "major" dis- 
cburagihg factor was confusing or ^cumbersome 
application procedu (62 ^rcbnt of all dis- 
trlcbj, followed closely by lack of staff avail-^ 
able ib p^pare grant applicatibhs (56 percent) 



and'%y percei|/ed 'low odds** of r^ceivbg awards^ 
|«jN8e^^^^ it tSWe 3^ RAlative^^^ 

;few districts expressM major concerns about 
fW^^^k^pf^W^^- npt fitting ^district (3tf 
percent)^;'aboat insufficient lead time for pre- 

P?^i/S i «P 
succ^.r6t&j 

about the ^o^Be 8IP^ that programs m^ht be 
^ funded at ^^vels loWer than rfquested (15 
'pwrehtj. • r ^^_„„r 



» — — — — 

li^licatiphs : (27 _perc^tl- abput_ Ibw 
:6t& in ^sg^iipplications*(27 percent), or 



the patterh'of appiicfation-reiaied concerns 
among lai^ distH^^ 

so^what different than among smaii or rd^ 
d is t r ic t s. Larg^iiSnrpll ment d is tr ic ts _were m ^ich 
iess^ lijQfsiy than small-enroilment districts to 
vif w lack of Jh t errial la^plica t ion capibili ties : as ; 
mdjor proble^ (3^ percent versis 60 percent 
for lack of ayiilable staff; 38 percent versus 65 
percent for lack of familiarity w'ith application 
procedures). Among large dilttricts;^ concjerns 
about discouragi^ factors 'focused largely on 
external problems' (e.g., 51 percent perceived 
Idyv odds as an important cditsiderltidn). 



5 



0 



TaJbie 3;^^l&»jor factors discouraging applications tor Fe^^^ canpetitlve grants, by district 



\ -District __ 
, ctsrac ter 1 st ics 

r 


NiSber of 
districts 


^ ^ ^ Ifajor factors discouraging application 


_fex:«iiire 
confusing/ 
ciitt)er8cme 


Jtaff 
unavail- 
able 


Low 
odds 

s 


Dbn*t 

fit 
needs 


Lack of 
tin«/ 
inform 
nation 


Low 
success 
in i^t 


Funding 
"Slower 
___than 
requited 


1 


2 : 


3 


9 '• 

.4 


5 


6 


7 


8 • 


^ 9 



Total. 



15i834 9,«29 ' 8,870 7*369 4,688 4,211 4,197 ; 2,377 

<Iri jpiercents of col ami 2) ^ \ 



Tojal . 
Enrollment sl^: 

Less tha^ 2,500 

2^500-9, 9^. . ^- 

• 10,C00-or more ...... 

Region: 

- North Atlantic....... 

Great_Lakes and 

.Plains.... i..... 

Southeast. . . . ^ . . . > . 
West and Southwest. . . 

Metro status: 

; Rural 
Subi 
Urban 



15,834 


62 




•56 


5b 


3b 


27" 


27 


15 


11,946 
3,171 
717 


65 
58 
38 • 




60 
47 
31 


48- 

54 
•51'- 


32 

23 V 
22 


26 

26 . 

37 


27 


14* 
18 
16 


3,067 


60 


* 


53 


6b 


15 


24 / 


. , 39 


15 


6,315 
1,739 
4,713 


66 

.53 
62^ 




60 
'43 
57 


52 
48 
40 


32 
30 
36 


25 • 

31 

3b 


27 
28 
17 


15 
11 
17 


10,623 
.4,8al 
381 


^ 66 
56 
28 




58 
53 
32 


47 
55 
58 


*> 

,34 
20 
- 14 


25 
27 
34 


■24 ' 

31^ • 

25 
• 


* 13- 

19 
20 



^ Perceived Behetits of Federal C Edu^ 

Districts jwere^ asked ^^ t^^^ 
tance of; the followJng five ways in which 
Federal competitive e programs migl 

be beneficial to tfiem:: 




OppoAunity to develop new pro-^ 
granis, ■ . : > 

Supplement \o local funds, ■> 

Ability to continue existing local 
programs, ' ' 

Stimulus for teache^^^^ initiative 
and professional growth, and ' 

Promotion of district goals and ob-, 
jectives. - - : 



Most frequehtly citedt as major benefits 
jwere supplement to l^al funds (45 percent of 
*all districtsj and opportunity to develbp :new 
rprogram^ (41 percent), as indicated in tablei 4. 
However^ each of the^remainihg beheflts— 
^tiiyty to cqnUni^^^ ^rol^ams^* 
stimulus for. professional gjoi/^jth of staffs and 
'^rqmptibn of jJis^ oit^ fre^ 

quentiy as majot* (by 31 to 34 percent of 
districts). 



In smaU districts, supplemehtatibh local* 
.' funds stood out as the single m^jor perqeiyed 
' benefit of Federal competitive educatibh pro- 
grams (47 |>ercent versus 29 to 39 percent fpr 
^other behentsi. Among large districts, bppbr-: 
tunity to develbp Jlew programs (55 percent) and. 
' to promote districi goals (44 percent) were 
?11®d as major ben^^ ^^s fnequently as 

.'^supplementation of local funds (44 percent). .. 



"Kible 4. — Perceived major behefitsj)f FedeVai ccrhpetitive^^ucatibri plSograms, by district 

characteristics: United States, spring 1981 





J dumber of 
r districts 


\ perceived rrajdr benefits d£ prdgraitss 




District r 


■ Supplem^iti't 
fo locali 
funds '-- ^ 


Develop 

new 
programs 




Stimulus 
for 
staff 


Promotion 
of district 
gc^ls 


characteristics % 


Continue 
programs ^ 


J 




:*3 \ 


4 


5 


6 


7 




15,834 


7,176 


6,465 


5,346 


5,033 


4,888 






















( In percents of gblunn. 2) 






1^,834; 


45. , . 


41 ; 


34 


32 


31 


lihrollmeht size: • 














Less than 2,500*........ 


' 11,946 


' 47- ' 


39 


35 


29 




2, 5^-9 , 999^'^ . . . . ..; ..... 


3,171 


39 


■ 45 




40 


36 




717 


; 44 ; .. 


55 


18 


38 


44* 


Region: 
















^ 3,067 


51 


45 


33 


43 


35 


Great Lakes knd Plains. . 


6,315 


-44- 


36 


36 


24 


27 




1,739 


36 


.44 


30 


37 


35 ^ 




4,713 


.47 


,43 


• 34 


33 


31 














Kletrb status: 


* 






; 1 






-- , ■ * s 


10,623 


43 : 


39 


30 


3b 


28 




4,831 


: 49 


43 


42 


36 


36 


• Uitmn,..?. 


381 


* 57 


.56 


25. 


38 


38 
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Perceived Problems in inaplementihg Federal 
Competitive EdUcati^r^ Prdj^ams 

Districts also were asHed to rate the 
importance of the following seven problems 
associated with conducting Federal cdmpetltive 
education programs! • 

• insufficient lead time for planning, 

• P_^i^_f^^ complications due to lag in 
; receipt of funds, 

• tensions created among staff, 

• Fragmented curriculum. 



Conflict with districtt>ol>cJes or pro- 
cedures, 

Disruptions in staff or services when 
program ends, and : . ' 



Paperwork or other cost§ outweigh 
benefits. 



Excessive paperwork* was cited most often 
(by 53 percMt of ' aU distri^^^^ niajor 
problem in carrying ^ut these programs (table 
5j. Other problems frequently _m en tid^^ were 
disruptidns df staff or services Wheajthe pro- 
jgratn ends (38 percent)^ insufficieht Jead_ time 
fqr^rcgfaiftplanning ^and cash flow 

complications caused_by: a 1% in receipt of 
funds (30 percent). Seldom reported as: major 
problems were conflict* with district policies or 
procedures (? percentj, tensions crej^ed amdng 
staff (12 percent)^ and fragmentaSonrof curric- 
ulum (14 percent).> A 

The rankings of program imp^ . 
prdblems were roughly' the. same for large 
districts, as . for medium-sized, and small dis-, ' 
tricts. The^prdblems that most s^troi^ly differ-^ 
entiated small • and large <^istricts were -cash 
flow and paperwork; both were seen more 
frequently as major problems by small districts 
than by large dnes (32^rcent versus 17 percent 
for ' cash flow complications,, and 55 versus 44 
percent for paper wdrk). . \ 



Table 5. — Perceived major 



prdblefiB in cdnducting progi*aina {unded iinder litederaJ ciw education drants, by 

district charactertsttcs: United States, ^ring 1981 



District 


Number of 
districts 


Major problems in conducting *)rograms 


Paper- 
work 


Disruption 
when grant 
ends 


Insufficient 
- lead time 
for planning 






staff 


pbhhict 

with 
policies^ 


characteristics 


Cash 
flow 


Fragmented 
curriculiin 


tensions 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


■ r' 


. 8 


9 



viTotal.^ ^. 15,&34 8,428 5,996 

Total 15,834 53 "38 

ESirdllment size: \ ^ 

Lep than 2,500 11,946 55 34 

2^500-9,?^ 3,171 49 51 

10,000 or more....v. 717 ; 44 44 

Region: 

North Atlantic^...,,,... 3,067 49 32 

' Great takes and Plains.. 6,315 58 41 

Southeast............... . 1.739 53 55 

West arid Southwest...... 4,713' 49 -c3D 

Metro status: 

'Rural........:........;; 10,623 53 38 

Suburban 4,831 54 36 

Urban , ; 381 44 56 

_r \ ~ 



5,340 4,746 2,229 

(In pdrcents of column 2) 



1,892 . 1,397 



34 



33 
36 
35 



30 



32 
26 
17 



14 



14 
^ 13 

16 



34 
32 
43 



30 : 

32 
ID 



15 
11 
21 



12 



12 
12 

13. 



12 
11 
20 



9 ' 



10 
6 
11 



34 


34 


9 


8 


7 


31 


28 


16 


12 


9 


34 


25 


24 


16 


lb 


36 


32 


11 


13 


9 



10 

6 

7 
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Most JUsefgl ^Features of FederM Competitive 
Education -PFOgraS^ ~ • if \ . 

District/ were asked to eiiilc order, frbrn 
most heipfui to least: heipftS;;^^^ aspects of 
FederiU cdmpetitjye edUcatjM ji^nts.^ 

. ^hows the percent j)f d^triqfb^ tlhgt identified 
!^ach;of the six tM most helpful aspect 
(thiit is, ranked^ each as f^i*"). Opportunity for^ 
cuiripulum ^eyelc^ment most of ten w_a3 idehti-!-' 
fled as th^ ifipst us^eful programmatic reatute of 
Federal cbmpeUtive - education^ prp^ H3i 
Percent oj^all d^frlcteK l^afe' fr^i^^ 
were opportunities for proTessional ^taff deveir 
^J?f J?t jjZO percent), acquisition of^^ 
materials (16 percent), and updatiiq^ of facilities 

:: U?_percerit)._ R^arch and J^irir^ new staff 
seldom were identified' as the most useful 
aspects of these prc^ (3 percent and 6 
percenV respectively). 



; _ While„^c^^ deveibpment and staff 

development were the rnogt frequently top- 
rahk^di features of Federal programs for most 
distrm subgroups, this teridency was e^|cially 
pronounced for Jai^e districts and urban dis- 
tricts;- . Urt^n districts focUsed_on^ 
aspects almost exclusiyeliy (86 percent)^ Rural 
dist r ic ts perceived^ the ability Jtj3 obtain ihstruc^ 
tional materials and to imgirove facilities as 
being as usefy^as staff development. 



Tabl^ ^^^rceived most helpful sispect of Federal CGn|}etijLive_e^ grants, by district characteristics: 

I t ■ - United Stages, spring 1981 



\ , — ^ 

\ * District 
• \ characteristics 


Nuhber of 
districts 


. /^Vkyst helpful aspect of grants 


Curriculun 
development 


_ St^ff J: 
development 


Instructional 
materials 


Updating, 
faci Hties 


Hiring new 
staff 


Research 


\ ■ 1 ' 


2 


3 


4 • 


5 


6 


7 


8_ 



Total. 



Total ........ 

Enrollment size: 
Le^^tum 2,500. 
iO,pdb or more. . 



Region: ^ . 

North Atlantic 

Greit LAkes and Plaihs. 
Southeast^. . ^ 
W^t and Southwest^. . . . 

Metro status: 



Bural. I . . 
Suburban. 
Urban... . 



is, 834 



15,834 



11,946 
3,171 
717 



3,067 
6,3i5 » 
1,739 
.4,713 



10,6^ 
4,831 



4,906 



31 



2S 
41 
36 



30 

29 
36 



27 
38 
49 



3,215 2,5^9 * 2,188 

(In percents of cdllltjh 2) 



551 



20 




"16 


14 


6 


3 


18 




18 


' 16 


6 


4 


24 




9 




9 


2 






7 


-« /I : 


3 


. 4 














26 




i3 


11 


10 


.2 


22 




16 


* 16 


5 


5 


25 




16 


12 


4 


2 


12 




xr 


14 


5 


4 














19 




18 


17 


5 


4 


22 




12 


8 


9 


3 


37 






1 


1 


1 




• i 











Note. — Psrc6nts may not odd to-IOO because sane districts gave tied ranks. 
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SUMMARY 



Federal compeUtive oducation programs 
have jx-ovidi^^ to local school dl^^^^ 

for projects targeted to many specific flireaiSi 
siich as earty . education for hahdicapped chil* 
dren, . teacher centers, community jKlucation^ 
and airts educatrbn* Programs Jh _ the a^®®s_Pf 
bilingual education, gifted and talented, and. 
ESAA basic grants attracted, the largest hum-' 
'^rs of applications from districts across thfe 
Nation during 1978-80. 

Ap^rbxlmately twcFthiwls of a^^^ 
tricU indicated that they had applied for one or 
moce^grants during 1078-80 under one or mpre 
of ^^ Jpwified Federal competitive education 
programs; of these districts, 45 E>ercent charac- 
terized thHr_|uccess in obtaining grants as 
medium or high. From examination of Federal 
grants mMagement records, it appears that 
these findings overstate*^ the actual extent of 
applicat ion and ^wticipatjon ifl these ^tieular 
praams during'these particular years. It is* 
conceivable th_at_ many di|tricts' responses re^ 
heeted their recent experiences witl^ Federal 
education programs generally, as well as with 
other Federal and State pCo^ams^ rather than 
with iiie 27 listed competitive prpgramsljn the 
Sfi^cified time period. However, a marked 
simiiarity . exists in the demb^aphic character- 
istics. ?n^_ questionnaire response^ of districts 
whose reported appiicatibn and succes| matched* 
Federal Iran ts recOT^^ whose reported 

application and success did not mat^h Federal 
records. Because of this similarity, the report 
treats both sets of responses equally as applica- 
bli to- Federal competitive education pr^^ams. 



One apparent dj|^^^ with i^^deral com- 
petitive fundir^ programs is that districts fre^ 
quently ISck the socialized reiwUrces n 
for preparation of grant application materials* 
This prbblem is more pM*bhbUhced in rural areas, 
but 40 percent of the urban districts alsb 
perceived difficulty in this area. 
needed staff resources and unfamiliarjty with 
application procedures were rejwrte^d as n^^ 
problems by about 60 percent of rurifid districts 
and districts with enrbllmerits- pPJess .than 
2^500, Jh cdhtrast to fewer than 40 percent of 
urban districts and districts enrolling 10,000 or 



mbre st_ud_ehts._ Since three-qUarters^ d^ the 
school dlstjrictfe in the^Natibn are • small and- 
two-thirds are ruriy[^,^_tJ^fse problems appear to 
have been significant and to' have made it 
.difllcult for many districts to compete ef fec- 
tivfely for Federal education funds. ^su.^ 

Excessive paperwork , was by far the most 
frequently cited majb^prbblem in cphdjiictihg 
g*ograms funded J unoer Federal competitive 
Chants; it was reported, to be a majb'r (M'bblem 
bir_53_^Lr_ceiU of distrj'ets overall. This prob- 
ienfi, together with cash flow problems caused 
by delay inj^eceiviog funds, was perceived more 
stror^ly among smali or rural distriqts than 
among litrge or urban districts* ^ . 

On^ the_ positive iside, the 'survey findli^j 
also Indicate that school districts perceived 
many beiLef its frp^^^ 

tion programs. Suppiementatibn of local funds 
and opportunity to develop h|w programs were 
reported as major benefits by more than 40 
percent of M _distrlcts.:_ pther benefits, in- 
cluding opportunity tp continue ^existing _ pro- 
gramsr stimulus fpf irplessipnal j^row^^^^ of dis-;' 
H*ict staff, and opportunity to promote district 
gbais, also were reported as majpf_ beh 
30 percent or more of the districts. 

In rank orderit^ six potent iatiy useful 
features^ of Feder^ cbmpetitiye edu^^^^ 
pams,; over half of »ll districts j^anked either 
curriculum development or staff develbj)meht as 
the most UMfiU. T^ trend was especially 
pronounced among large br or^an districtSi 
where one or the other of the^ two factors was 
top-ranked 70 percent or mbre bf the tirtie. 

'^his survey collected data in s(^ring 1981 
cbhcerhing jislHct per^ of the benefits 

and problems aStociat^d with 27 rhajbr Federal 
cbmifetitive Mucatiph 

Federed programs have been consoiidatecl intb 
blbck grants tb States ijhce t|^ survey was 
conducted; These findings, /n conjunction with 
bther data, will Mb w policy makers to ^^a^ 
the relative strengths and weaknesses of the 
various aid mechanisms. 
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APPENDIX ! 



The Fast R^pdhse Survey Sys^m 

:The Fas^ Re_8pbni& Survey, System (FRSS) 
wai established: by the * National Center for 
gdiKtatipn Statistics (NCES) so thaV education 
datai^ urgently needed for plannii^ and policy 
formulatiohv coiild be coUected quickly and with 
minimun^ burden on respondents* -^^ 

The FRSS cdveris six education sectors:' \ 

state education agencies (SEA*s) 

LcHCdl education agencies (LEA*s) - ' 

Public elementary and secondary schools 



Nonpublic elementary and secondary 
schools. . : ' ' 

Institutions, of higher education 

NohcoU^i^^^ schools with 

occupational programs. 

— J — __ 

AH 50 States arid the District oj* Columbia 

are included in the SEA sector- For each of the 
other sectors, a stratified random sample was 
designed to allow valid national estimates :tp be 
made: The sample sizeis range from 500 to 
1,000. 

A data-collectibD network Invoivir^ both 
re^dhdents and coordinators | was developed in 
eaeh ^ctor. : CoordinatorsVassist in the data y 
collection by _m_aintaininj;^ liais^^ 
pied institutions or agencies. The respondents, 
felejited to report, for ^ j^^ LhstltUtions or 
agencies, voluntariiy provide the poiicy-oriented - 
data requesied in the qiTestionndires. 



The' Fast Reisponse Suryey ^Systesra provides 
S. with : ^ "1?^^*^"^^ ?yi*5i|Wnej^#ia^ 



NCES 

qtiickiy and 
§^stj3m--the 
coordinators 



effjeiently. 9^11 aspects: 'of tlifii 
/sample design, the hetwbrR_ of 
and respondents, and - the' shb^t 
qUeltidnhaires-^have been designed with this end 

in mind. ■ . ^ 



gethbd_ol<%y for the Suryey of S<jl6ol pistrict ' 
Perceptions of Federal Ct?mpetitive Educa tiotf ^ 
Programs ^ ~ ""^ . 

The national sample -of local . education 
^ agencies used for this ajrvey was aUocrkted_to 
strata approximately proportional ta the cutaa- ' 
]%t*y®__sqUa^^ rc^t 9L_enrqllinj^t si^e.^** The 
universe of LEA's was stratified by district v 
iDrAll|5eht_SLze arid sw ted by _ge<^rap^<r region •* 
prior to sample selection- .A stratified, system-. 
atfc sample of 636 local education agehcijls wa;s 
selected from the universe oi* 15,834 public 
school districts in the United States. • 



After adjusting for school district closii^s , 
and refuses tp participate in th§ Fast Response 
Survey System, the humber of potential resf>on- 
derits was reduced to 576. Questionnaires were 
mailed to these respondents In April 1981.- Data 
collection corUinued Until a .95 percent resj^nse^ 
. (549 questionnaires) was obtained. v; 

the response data were weigh t<^d to^rSr 
dUce national estimates, ai^^ a weight adiUst- 
ment was_made to account for survey nqtir, 
Pes|K)nse. The we igh ts w ere ca IcUla t ed fbj* e ac 
cell of a two-way tabulation of enrollment size 
and gec^raphic re^on. Table A shjpws the cell 
and : marginal totals used in the weighting* 



\ . ■ ■ 



Table A.-^Universe of publ ie 'schoii, districts', byjbnrol Itperft size and r.egidn; ^ 

- ■ - ■ ' . ' ^ ; ^ \: , ^ S , ^. - . ■ . ' ' 









. ' R^ibn 




< . r. • ■.; 


Enrol l|tieri.t size 


Tbt&l- 

- ' ;^ ^ ^ . 


N€>?th ' 


. . -Qreat* Lakes 

atiu r ir cix.iCiO'. 

- * • r > 


South- 
^ east 


' West a^d ; * 
1 Sctuthwes^t . . ; 


\ Total .r* . . . ' 


1 ■ ^ ■" liJ 

15., 834. 


3,067> . 


-6,31^ . ' . 


i.r73e5 


4,7t3v/^; 


L'e^s ^Hari 2 , 500 . . ^ . 


• 11,946 


" 1/996 ^ 




'833 I 


' 3,861 * f i 


2, 500-4-, 999, . . . . . 


2,Q6i^ - 


63 a 


. ' ' -635 ^"TT 




375; ; ,i 


5,Qbd-*9r999. . 






— ■ . 271 . . 


/ N293>^' 


2:34 •■ // '^v:- 


' 10ig6o-24,999.v.-. , . . 


530 / 


;;.^2i^ V -4 


J V' Vl 5 




176 • ' ^ 


25,000-149,999. . . - 




. 17,;^ . 


... 32 


. .65 


-64 i:::. ' ' 
.« _ ■ - ^ . ■ ', ' 


i 150, odd more, . . ; . 


9 


^ 3 


^■.^ ■•■ ■ .2 ' y.. 




3 • ' ■■ •> 



Source-: NCJES 1977-78 ^Universe^ ol. Local Pabli;iC School Systems,^ ELSEG IS V,' Part B2... 



. Nbfisl Eirnplirig Error " 

__ \ _ * 

Data on actual applications and awards for » 
'the 27 competitive education j)+ogram^^ 
obtained ^frorn the. Depafrfment.vof Education 
. (ED) Grants'. MahageipLent j , 
the ^chobl districts in the suryey sample Were 
match^ _ manually With districts listed jn the . 
Gjants Managernent Universe Files, and <teta on ' 
these districts* applicaticMis fqr tfte 27 programs 
were added no the survey data file, '* 

. . _ SupplertlentatiQn pf the ^urvfey.^ata. with 
\ grants data was inteoded to serve two purpo^s: , . 
to |)rb\n,de inform at iq^^^ each of theiSpecif|e'd ^ ' 
prograras, and to -compare iipsj>br\yient^ percep- _ 
,t^ohs of their success rates with actual suqjg^ss 
VateW these, goals were not, ^allz^dr'hbweyeri \ 
bemuse of a basic discrepancy bet^^ 
data! -isets relating to ' the question of whether , 
respondeht^stricts had actually applied for any 
pt thV27 competitive education gi^ants. ^ 

• « • ■ * . . ' ' ' 



Accprdir^ to the survey data, an estimj^ed 
'66 percent (10,472) "of* aU. districts ^had sub^^ 
"ted bhi' or' jnore_ a£glLcat]o 1978t50. 
By contrqst^ the initial estimate from^he grants * 
data showed, thai bhly^ J6j)**cent (2,576) .of the 
distridts had submitted, application's for these 27 
pr^^rams during Hhes^. _ t Wb years. Agprbxi- 
mfftely 9,do6 applications for .the prc^rams were 
made, with -an average of 3.4^ ap&l>9fi^^>o"s pe^ 
applicant district, according to the ED files. 

In an attempt to recbncile" the two esti- 
\ mates, the Grants Mariagemeht^ Files Were^e-r 
'^♦examined. This process revealed that the ^ahts , 
^files .Contained co^nplete and .accura^_ irifbrma- 
kon for most bf the 27%)rograms. However, a « 
few programs for which sqme districts^ had 
applied had hot be^enMfnplemented as com^peti- 
tive grant prograVis andv, therefore, were not 
included in the grants Jiles. 



Smce. several progriams had been excluded, 
^Wmate a 16 percent actual 
application rafe shotid be inflated somewhat; 
Pr^am sp^ciali that the elxcluded 
programs represented a maximum of 2,000 
applications. If each of the 2,0Q0 applications 
was' submitted by a different district and if 
these districts did not overlap with, those al- 
ready identified as -app^^^ _unli_kely 
events), the application rate would be about 28 
perceilii still markedly different if rom the 66 
perceiflf survey estimate- • - / 

Obviously, respondent districts overstated 
i^^f JJcgree of their ap^Kcatioh for and. partici- 
pation in the- 27 competitive education prb- 
granis. Some of the factors that may have 
contributed to this dverstatemeht are listed 
below: ' * . • , 

• _ Many respondents had^ responsibility 
^ *for*Gqqrdi hating^ all Federal educat ibri 

programs^ not simply competitive, 
onesj * Because of the variety" and 
complexity of ^Federal prcgramSj^ it 
niay have b6en difficult to focus only 
::: on the ^7 listed programs. 

• Several competitive -^ducatjoh pro^ 
grams dealt with population groups 
^J^^^J^A^JI^'^sGrv^ 

ment programs, such as handicapped 
' stVj^GhVl a^id _thbse with limited 

proficiency in English. Some re- 
spondehts^a^^ on their 

(fistricts participation "in these enti- 
• tlemerif programs. , 

• . PJi^rjct perceptions may have been 

based not only on Federal educiESUon 
prt^rams but also on State and otfi&r ' 
r Federal programs; 



• Seydral^bnipetiti^ programs, were 
not included in^ the list bf^ 27 prb^ 

• : grams; some respondents may liave 
''^P^r^^^ l^lJelr jp^^ in these 

.other competitive programs. 

• Some respondents may have ^reported, 
t^!?!? <ystrictsV parti^^ com- 
petitive programs beyond the two- 
year period specified in the question- 
naire. 

The finding that many i3islricts erroneously 
repprted applications for competitive programs 
''^^^s iiy^stjons about the validity of their 
perceptions of the. benefits and problems asso- 
wi^^ ^r<^ams. However, we 

believe that theii* perceptions are reasonably 
accurate, based on the fdllowihg analysis. 

__ 'Sch rppgnderit district ^as classified as 
to whether it had not applied for anj^^gr^^ 
applied but received^ ho aw had applied, 

and received one or more awards. This classi- 
ficaUdri was performed both for survey data ^nd 
grants data; ta^ble B presents jes^ 
tioh cpurits for each of these cateog^es. Dis- 
^^^^^^ . those 

whose survey xJata classification agreed ^yith 
their graHts-^data classificafibh {6^662 districts), 
arid those whose survey and grants data class i- 
ficatjonj^ did not agreej? ^085 districts), the 
demographic characteristics and suryey respon- 
iseis of these two. grbu§fe were compared. 

_ _ As. showh iri ta^^^ the overall demo- 
^ graphic characteristics (enrollment sizej ged- 
'^aphic region^ arid metrp. status) bf these two 
jgroups are quite similar. Further, both gfoups 
show similar resporises to the questionnaire 
items (table^b); On the basis of this compari- 
sppj .we_ cbriclude that the- reported data are 
fairly accurat<^ representations of district per- 
ceptibns concerning Federal competitive educa- 
tion programs; 



^ 



table B.--Clas8lftea-ttQ^ ot' district apEllcatioh and awa^d categories based 

■ : oH* stirvey and grants data 



i' - _. 

Su^rvey data 


Grants flies data i/ . 


A Total 


■ - 

Did 
* not ' 
apply 


.Applied* 
received 
no awards 


Applied*. _ 
rece t ved one 
or more awards 



total v« • • • • ? * , . . . 

Did hot iaipply 

'Applied, received no awards . . 
Apy l led . received one or more 



ards 



15,747 
5,274 
3,091 

7,383 



13*172 1,334 
5,125 106 
2,542 443 



5,505 



784 



1,241 
41 
106 

1,094 



1/ Based 5n complete data from 22. (out of 27) programs encompassing most of ttte 
applicajiit- distrlctsi ^ . . 



Table C. 



-Demoeraphlc characteristics of districts whose survey data classifications 
SraJ^llcatldn and Iward rate agree with thelc grant^ data classifications, 
and those whose c lassl f icatloni do not agree 







District characteristics 


All 
^districts \ 


JVg^rLeement_ 
between' survey, 
data and g^r^antB 
data classif leati.one 










Agree • 


Do mot a^ree 



total"' 



Enrol Imeht size : 

Less than 2*500 
2,500 - 9,999 . . 
10,000 or more : 

Region : 



t 



North Atlantic ... t .^iL. 
Great Lakes and Plains 

:Southea8t 

West and Southwest . . . . 



15,834 6,662 9,085 

(In percents-of row 1) 

( 



75 
20 
5 



19 



72 
22 
7 



15' 
3g 
IS 
36 



78 
19 



10 
24 



Metro status: 



Rural • . . 
Suburban 
Urban . . . 



67 
31 



66 
3d 
4 



68 
31 
1 
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Table D. — Queationna4re_?esponses of districts whose survey data clji48sificatiori« of 
^ . application . and award rjite agree with their jtriaifits data _clX«sif ications^ 

. - and districts* whose classifications do not agrel - 









All 
districts 


Agreement 
between s^|vey v 




Quest iqnna ire ^i terns 




_^ data ami ^^nta _ 
data classtf tcattons 










Agree 


Do not agree 



Total 



Major factors discouraging- appl icat ions for 
Federal cbmpetitive education grants: 



Confusing /cumber some procedures 
Staff -uhavai lable .............. 



Low 'odds of suceess_^ . . . , . . 
Programs don't fit needs ..z. 
Lack of time/ Information .... 
tP** s.|jccess_in the past_^j, . . . 
Funding lower than requested 



Major percefyed benefits 
compet i t i ve ^duca t i on. programs : 



Suppaemerit;^ to ideal f uirds . . 
peyelppment of : riew_ program 
Con tinue existing, prog rams . 
Stimulus* for 'Staff . . ....... 

Promo t ion of' district goals 



Ma^or perceived problems in conducting 
prpfSrlM*^® ^»^n«l<>d "nd©r Federal competitive 
education grants: « 



Paperwork • ^ • • . . - ri » 

Disrupt iOT_wheni grant ends , , ,^ , , , . . 
InBufficient lead time for planning 
Cash fflow complications . • 

Fragmented curricliltiai . . . \ 

Staff tensions ^ . 
Conflict with policies ............. 



15,834 6,662 9,085 

(In percents of row 1) 



62 
56 
50 
30 
27 
27 
15 



45 
41 
34 
32 
31 



53 
38 
34 
30 
14 
12 
9 



63 
54 
52 
33 
31 
22 
17 



41 
39 
27 
33 
26 



55 
43 
31 
32 
19 
12 
10, 



62 

58 

48 

27 

24' 

30 

14- 



49 
41 
39 
30 
35 



53 
35 
36 
29 
11 
12 
8 



S4 



standard Errors the S t a t istics ^ 

The firidjngs presented in this^ r are; * 
estimates bdsed on the FRSS school district 
sample ahd, cbhsequenUy, are sam- 
pUl^ variability. If the questionnaire had been 
sent to a different sample^ the re^n^s would 
not have been identical; some numbers might ^ 
have been_higheri while others m^ht have been 
lower. _ The estimated standard error of a 
statistic {a measure of "the variaUpri diie to 

• sampllr^) can be u»ed to examine the precision 
obtained in a particular sample. If all possible 
samples were surveyed under sim 
intervals of 1.645 standard errors below to 1.645 

^standard errors abol^ a .particular statistic 
would include the average result of these 
samples in apiprbximately 90 j)crcent of the 
cases. For example, for the number of districts. 



indicating that cdnfusing appHcatjbn^^ 
were a majw factor discouraging applications 
ttabie iJt^iNrSO percent confidence interval is 
from 9.159 to 10,499 districts (9,829.+ i.645 
times 407). ^f this pr6c€^ure were followed for 
everj^ j)o?B^ about 90 percent of the 

intervals' would include the average number 
from ^1 |H)ssible samples. 

table E Resents standaM errors for se- 
lected questionnaire items. Specific statements 
of comparison l iri the_ text are 
least at the^O percent confidence level, and 
most ar^ significant at the 90 percent leyeli 
Stahdarcl f rtws for other questionnaire items . 
and statistics presented in this _ report^ not 
incluckkf ih table E, can be obtained on request. 
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Table^ Ei—Standarcl errors of selected ques«tionnalre itenjs 



I tern. 



Est Imate 



Number of d istr ic ind'lcat t ng : * , f 

Majbi^ factors d Isco.tirag Ing appl lea t Ions f ori programs : 

Co^fostng or cumbersoitie application procedures 
Stfif f riot avai lable to prepa appl 1 cat ions ........ 

Low odds of receiving awarcfo ... ^ 

Programs do not fit district needs or priori ties .'.i 

Irisufflclerit lead time or jnformatipn 

Low_syccess rate In past appl Icatioi!^ 
Aw^rds^f unded at much lower level s -than requested 

Hajor benefits of program^! . // . 



Supplement to Iboal fiirids 
PpPp^'^uni ty to' dey^eipp^new.p . . 
Ability to continue existing programs 
Stimulus fd* teacher/sta^f -growth . . . . 
Prbmbtibn bf district goals 



fcfajor problems with conduct trig prbgra/ns: 



Paperwork or other costs outweigh benefits ... . 
Disruption in. staff/services wheri program ends 

J^^^^ J^*??^ planning . 

Cash_ f Ipw^cpmpi icat i0nS .......... :^ .......... . 

Fragmented corrtc'aldm .... ^ ............. f^. 

Tensrions created amorig staff ... ......... ^ . 

Cbriflict with district policies or procedures . 



Most helpful aspect (rank bf "l") of programs; 



Curriculum, development \. ..... . 

Pro'*f esslonal - staf f deyelopmen t 
Irii|tr.Uc t ibrial mater 1 al s .1 . . . . . 

ypdatirig_facil i ties . . . ..>-v . . . . 

Hiring- new ^taff .......>.,.. ... . 

Research, . ^ ........ .C, ........ . 



Nunflaer; of districts thajt applied for new ESAA basic grants 

- - . - , ■■ ■ . ; • ...i 

Number of districts that received at least one -new ESAA 

bdslc grant i i ^. ■.. i ....... , 



9^829 
8,871 
7,8^9 
4,688 
4,211 
4,197 
2,377 



7,176 
6,4B5 
6,346 
5,Q33 
4,888' 



8,428 
5,996 
5,340 
4,746 
2,229 
1,892 
1 , 397 



4,906 
3,215 
2,529 
2,188 

#83 
5*51 

809 



588 



Standard 
error 



407/ 

307 

327 

461 

337 

311 

291 



452 
41,8 
390 
362 
375 



^431 
306 
415 
377 
274 
233 
249 



359 
256 
272 
209 
r57 
'161 

119 



99 
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APPENDIX II . • FEDERAL C6l4PETITiVE EBOCATION GRANTS PROGRAMS ^ 
(Providing grants to schp^ " ; 

1. Pbllow Thrbugli (13^433 or^fe 014). 

2. ' Career Edwation . Prbfr2Uti : ' * ^ V . i • — ' 
3/ Teachers Centers (13i4i€:r qr 84^di5 . ; ^ \, " . V 

' 4. iSiMericy Schbol ifld Act (ESftSj --Itosic aSdT^Mnsitionkl Grants (13.525 dr. 

84.056 and 13.532 or 84.059) ; ^ ^ - 

5, Emergenc? School^ Aid Set (ESftft) -MagSfet Schools and University/Bustjieas 
Cooperation ,(1^.58? br 84.102) ^K- 1 - v 

Early Educatiori f or Handicapped Chil^Erin: {13^444 or 84.024) .) _ 
* 7. Gifte^ and Tai§nted Program (13.562 or ^B^^ ^ 
- s! HandicappediReBfeirch and^^P^^ ahd|^ Model Programs, (13.443 or 

, / 84.023 and 13»568 bt 84.026) ' ^ 

9; • Citizens Jau^iba Cultural Undsrstanding—Sloba^l Education Prbgraih 

" (13.581 or 84.095) V . _ _ 

iPi Pulbright-Hayes Teaciie^ ixchange—Foreign Curricul^nh ConsultatitB (1?. 439 or 
. '^V \S4.O26) ^ -..^V.^^,-.- _ Vv.;: ■ ^-. 'V' ;. 

11. Cbmroimity Education Program (13.563 or ^f.OB^)^ , ' ' : / 

' '12. Correction Educatibn (Cat, No. not yet assigned) ; ^ 
15^ ybuth Employmenit E^pigria iciSt. ^o. not yet assigned) 

14^ .Natipital pif fusion 84.073) ^ 

Teaushers Corps (13.489 or ^^.(^ , 

16. Mcohbl md Driig »use Education U ' i • • 

17. Arts in Edtic^tion U3.,566 or 84.084) 

18. gasic Skills intjprbve^^^ t. 

19. Cpnssxmer Education ( or 84.082) 

20. Bhvirbhmeiital Education (13.522). 

21. Ethnic Heritage Studied (4.3.549 or 84.070) , 

22. taw-Related Educatibn (13.69 

23i Hetrib Edu<?atibh Prbgram (13.561 or 84.079) „ 1 

24. special Initiatives-^Secret^^^ Program (13.598 or 84.122) 

25. ^ Wbroen's Educatibhal ^Equity ft<^P^^ (13.565 or 84.083) 
^6. Bilingual EdU9atiph (l3.403 bie 84.003) . 

• > Ba^Hc Projects ' ^ . ; ^ v 
•i beropiistratioh. Prbjects ; ■ , 

e Desegregation Support prbgram. % 

# Materials Pevelopinent Projects 
« Support Services Prbjects. ' 

27. Bilingual Vbcational Training (13.558 or 84.077) 



Kbte: 



Numbers in parentheses ^ fbiloWing the prggratii^titles,. refer ...to^^ 
^n^^^eott^^^. in th^- ratnloc yue of Federal ^^g^^ff J^gFf 
Aatsistan ce Programs . The new numbers were assxgned m 1980 after tne 
establishment of tEe U^. Departme*it of Education. . 



■■ "'V , 



*0.S. OJVBWttlm 1983-381-054HI7 
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APPENDIk llh REPRODUCTION OF SUR-V^V QUESTIONNAIRE. . ^ ; 

_ jj.i._Dii»w«MiBiT or * ' roni «^ro>^4 

tCMHIMOTpN, O.C. 20202 App. 



sukvev op schooc district perceptions of 
Fed^rxc Competitive Edqcation Programs 



This r«port_i«_tuthoritid by IfW^ (20^U.S.C. li2U-ll. wUlf^you 
•r« not: r«quSr«)d-to r««pond«-your-ooo^ratlon £• nMOid tojuka 
th« T4t«ult« of thl> •uryy cowpr«h»n»lv«, ■ocuff » •nd tiwly. 



• P«finition for ^x^ryo— of thi« «ufv»y i 

r»dig»X cxmpatitiyi j^ucition qg»wti-ipr6qic>gX i--C diiferioti by ; th«\jl*8*._l)*p«rJfc»« 

9l Jidiigatlon on th« bM^f of coap« ^^l** sttschad^ . 



NOT iholuds grahti awardsd on • formula nor ^roqraaui. •dMlni»ii?«d through tho Sttita. 

I. TO what §xt«nt do«§ each of the following lactgra diaoouraga yoOr diatrict froow applying for any» or mortt* 
jPadarai co«p«titiva aducatioh grahta? For e«ch factor, antar a check In tha apprbpriata colunnt; 



a. Inau'f ftcient l^ad ti<ne and/or inforwation 



/or cuwbiaf aome application procedurea 



Sta_g^not_ a va il.ab 1 a to prepare appltcationa . 



d. Low aucceas' rato in paat applicationa 



B* :^ro9rana do not fit<^iatrict needa arid/or prioritiea- 



"hoyr pdda^f rocoivirig. awards 



" ••■ y ■ ■- - -— rr^^^^T^r^^^ 

(/. Ayarda fondod at niuch^ower levela than requested 



h. O t her (spec ify) 



Degree of discouragement 



Lit^le^ 
or none 



Moderate 



Ha^or 



2. How inportant to your district is each of .the following acttihl or pc^rceived benefits attributable €o federal 
competitive education grants? For eabh benefit, enter a check in the apprppriate column. 



^ervefit (actual or perceived) 


Little, 
or none 


Moderate 

• i 


Major 


a. 6ppoT tunity «to develop new programs 








b< Suppleisent to local funds 








c. Ability to continue existing, local programs 


% 






d. Stimulus for teacher/staff initiative and 
prbfesaiohal growth \ ' . 








c. Promotion -of distrLct gcuilg and/or objectives 








f. Others (specify) _ __ _ 









How imbQrtant_to your district is each of the following actual or perceived problems aaaoci a ted with conducting 
prograaw funded under Federal competitive education grants? For each problem, enter a check in the appropriate 
.column. _^ ; 



Problem (actual or perceived) 



lead tia>e for planning 



plicati ona due to . lag. in receipt of funds 



c.- Tons tons fprmtf td among ataff 



d. Pri 



with dist rict policiea and/or procedures 



in % taf f/services %ihen program ends 



g. Paperwork and/o y other costa outweigh benefita 



h. ptihe r ( sp^ify ) 



Degree of Importance 



Little- 
or none 



Moderate .Major 



- HOW h s if fj>^ _t o your 

Jisst^r 



a to ywir district would each of tiHr-f<>iiowing Mpecta.of a~*^erfll eoiS^^ 
^ tl^ich; usipg n- to indicats the seat helpful and -fi- ^o indicate the leaat helpful- 







Aspect : 




Rank 


1 ■ ^' " . 7 • — r \ ^ 

"• : * ■ Aspect' 


> Rank 




a. 


— — '■ ■ ^ — - 

Ctirricuiuai developeient . i 






d- Research ' 








b. 


Proiessional stiff #evitnn 






s- Hiring new stsff » 








c. 








t. updating -facilitiea " * 
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of i97e«79 ^d 1979-807 " ' 

Awar^i auTCeas rstej 'Hi^fS ...^ 

^ \ " ii6t eppiiqebie t Did . n^t efrgly 
M and title of p^son'poipletlhg tttie f<^ 



T 



*Me4Iun 



No awarda 



Phones ( 



